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Rebecca Messinger

From: Kathleen Otto

Sent: Thursday, June 24, 2021 7:19 AM

To: Tina Redline; Rebecca Messinger

Subject: FW: Resolution to rescind Alt 4 - Initiative petition threatened by county lawsuit

Kathleen Otto
County Manager

564-397-2458

0060

From: Clark County Citizens United, Inc. <cccuinc@yahoo.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 23, 2021 8:21 PM

To: Eileen Quiring O'Brien <Eileen.QuiringOBrien@clark.wa.gov>; Gary Medvigy <Gary.Medvigy@clark.wa.gov>; Karen
Bowerman <Karen.Bowerman@clark.wa.gov>; Julie Olson <Julie.Olson2 @clark.wa.gov>; Temple Lentz
<Temple.Lentz@clark.wa.gov>; Kathleen Otto <Kathleen.Otto@clark.wa.gov>

Subject: Fw: Resolution to rescind Alt 4 - Initiative petition threatened by county lawsuit

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Clark County. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe.

Clark County Council June 23, 2021

Clark County Council
P.O. Box 5000
Vancouver, Washington 98666

FOR THE PUBLIC RECORD

Re: The Resolution that removed the Alternative 4 Resolutions for the 2016 Comprehensive
Plan - CCCU's Initiative was rejected and the county threatened a lawsuit.

Dear Councilors,

Clark County Citizens United, Inc. is re-submitting the January 5, 2016 testimony that was submitted
into the record to the Council, that complained about the illegal process used when Alternative 4 was
repealed. This testimony will be followed by the July 26, 2016 testimony that was submitted over
CCCU's experience with filing an Initiative from the people, allowed by the Charter. The initiative
petition was filed in protest of the adopted Resolution that removed the Aiternative 4 Resolution.
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A formal petition was created by the Republican party and approved by the Clark County Auditor. It
was circulated throughout the county by various organizations, for signatures. Many CCCU
members personally watched people sign the petition, and they were happy to do so. After more than
enough signatures were gathered, all the petitions were collected by the Republican chair and turned
into the Election Department for signature verification. Adequate signatures were confirmed for the
petition.

When CCCU heard that some signatures were rejected, Susan Rasmussen and Carol Levanen went
to the elections office to discover which signatures were rejected. On the first page, was Susan
Rasmussen's signature. It was rejected. The head of the elections office said it didn't match her
signature on file. Susan said she always signs that way and asked to see the previous election
signature results. She found her name, and the signatures were identical on both. Elections said it
was too late for her to protest, and her name was thrown out.

Another set of signatures had the same last name, because they were brothers. A CCCU member
personally watched each of them sign, individually. Those were rejected, also. Elections claimed the
same person signed for both. The two signatures did look similar, but the printed names that was
required, next to the signatures, were very different. Clearly they were two different people. They
were thrown out, also.

But the real travesty was when CCCU was informed that the whole petition was rejected because it
was deemed a frivolous petition by the Prosecuting Attorney. CCCU was told that someone at the
elections office, or the Auditors office filed against the petition as being illegal and frivolous. Not only
did they throw out the petition, but a criminal charge was filed against the person who delivered the
petitions to the elections office. Those who signed the petition were threatened with a law suit, for
signing their name. Citizens cowered in fear of retaliation, until it was finally resolved. This is the way
the initiative process works in Clark County.

As the Council discusses changes to the Charter, particularly as it relates to Initiative and
Referendum, CCCU's testimony gives food for serious thought and consideration. CCCU's
experience with that process left a very nasty taste in the mouth. There was the realization that the
people will never consider signing a petition again, after being threatened with a lawsuit for doing so.

These testimony items might have been public record items that were removed from the public
record, when CCCU filed an appeal against the 2016 Comprehensive Plan. There were
approximately 150 items that were not in the record. Approximately 99 were finally retrieved when
Clark County's attorney agreed to bring some back, but these may not have been in the mix. Since
then, state laws have changed and the county can no longer "cherry pick" record items. All
submissions must remain in the public record.

Sincerely,
Carol Levanen, Exec. Secretary

Clark County Citizens United, Inc.
P.O. Box 2188
Battle Ground, Washington 98604

January 5, 2016



For the Public Record and the 2016 Comprehensive Plan update

Clark County Board of Councilors
P.O. Box 5000
Vancouver, Washington 98666

Dear Councilors,

It has come to the attention of Clark County Citizens United, Inc. that the resolution scheduled for the
January 5, 2016 Councilor hearing, that rescinds resolutions adopted on December 22, 2015, was
created prior to the December 22 adoptions. It was on the Grid on December 23, 2015 and would
have been composed prior to that date. It would have been illegal for Councilor Olson and Councilor
Boldt to have authored or authorized such a document for distribution, as they did not take office or
authority until January 1, 2016. Therefore, one of the other standing councilors would have been
responsible for the creation of the January 5, 2016 resolution, in advance. If staff was responsible for
the January 5 resolution, that also would be illegal, as they are advisory only and are not the legal
administrative body to make such decisions under the GMA.

The resolutions adopted on December 22, 2015 are the people's resolutions and come from a formal
vote of the people. It is legally and morally appropriate for these resolutions to be adopted by the
Council. In fact, they are long overdue, with dates going back to 2013 and 2014. The voters decided
what policies they wanted in place, and all of the councilors should be expected to support that
decision, whether they agree or not. Councilors Mielke and Madore were simply the messengers,
doing the people's work as elected representatives, while they did their housekeeping at the end of
the year. The rest of the council should thank them for their due diligence, be supportive of their
efforts, and be glad that the work was done. The voters have chosen, what they believed to be
conservative Republican leaders, but that is not what happened. The people have spoken on a
number of items and the council cannot pick and choose, but must support all.

CCCU, Inc. ask the Councilors to support the December 22, 2015 adopted resolutions and reject the
January 5, 2016 resolution to rescind. The January 5, 2016 resolution to rescind could be revised to
allow the public more consideration of the documents by councilors by reviewing each one at a
subsequent hearing, as might be necessary. The people clearly said they don't want business as
usual, and staff should not be in charge, as in the past.

Sincerely,
Carol Levanen, Ex. Secretary
Clark County Citizens United, Inc.

P.O. Box 2188
Battle Ground, Washington 98604

July 26, 2016

Clark County Board of Councilors
P.0. Box 5000 For the Public Record



Vancouver, Washington 98666
Dear Councilors,

A 95 year old woman insisted she wanted to sign a petition meant to stop and reconsider the 2016
Comprehensive Plan. As she pushed herself in the wheel chair to her large viewing screen, | thought about
the tremendous positive impact she and her family had on Clark County and the gifts they have given to our
community. Her husband and family lobbied the Washington legislature to assure the creation of Battle
Ground Lake State Park. As she strained to see the enlarged signature line on the screen, | thought about
how her husband was so determined the Douglas Fir had value, that he helped form the Farm Forestry
Association, and market the tree to the world. As she struggled to write her name on the line, | thought about
how important her son was to the creation of the Washington State University location and campus. When she
said, "I hope that will help”, | thought about her daughter's continuous volunteer work with the Fort Vancouver
National Historical Site.

This woman, and many of those who signed the petition, are historical families of Clark County, who came
here decades ago to find a better life. Many are third and fourth generations, and one man who wanted to
sign, was fifth generation. This women's children, grand children and great grand children live close by, on
land she and her husband created for them. They watch over her and take care of her in the lovely log home
their family built together. She is the face of those who signed the recent referendum petition.

The petition process was touted to the voters as the most important aspect of the Home Rule Charter form of
government. It was to be the force that allowed the people to have more say in their county government. It
was the reason voters decided to change county government, to give them more power. But, it's clear, that
was not the intent of this government. Clark County is now threatening the man who dared to file a petition of
grievance, on behalf of those voters who believed the sponsors of the Charter. In essence, this new
government is telling the people that if you dare to voice your opinion via a legal petition, you will be punished
and there will be negative consequences for your actions. This is a terrible travesty.

Government, no matter what type, is of the people, and not of the government. It is time that Clark County
stops all of this foolishness and starts conducting the peoples business as the people have directed. The
voters have a constitutional right to petition their government, and this county must honor that right. It makes
sense to clarify the recent petition with an informal opinion by a judge, given past legal decisions. But to
threaten a voter for submitting the petition, is just plain wrong. This Board of Councilors must remove any
negative repercussions that were filed by county attorneys because of the referendum petition process. The
voters chose the Charter, and they can chose to take it away.

Sincerely,
Carol Levanen, Exec. Secretary
Clark County Citizens United, Inc.

P.O. Box 2188
Battle Ground, Washington 98604
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Rebecca Messinger

From: Kathleen Otto

Sent: Monday, June 28, 2021 7:38 AM

To: Tina Redline; Rebecca Messinger

Subject: FW: BUILD FEDERAL GRANT - RAISE FEDERAL GRANT - ADDENDUM

Kathleen Otto
County Manager

564-397-2458

From: Clark County Citizens United, Inc. <cccuinc@yahoo.com>

Sent: Sunday, June 27, 2021 8:01 PM

To: Eileen Quiring O'Brien <Eileen.QuiringOBrien@clark.wa.gov>; Gary Medvigy <Gary.Medvigy@clark.wa.gov>; Karen
Bowerman <Karen.Bowerman@clark.wa.gov>; Julie Olson <Julie.Olson2@clark.wa.gov>; Temple Lentz
<Temple.Lentz@clark.wa.gov>; Kathleen Otto <Kathleen.Otto@clark.wa.gov>

Subject: Fw: BUILD FEDERAL GRANT - RAISE FEDERAL GRANT - ADDENDUM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Clark County. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe.

FOR THE PUBLIC RECORD June 27,2021
Addendum to the previous email testimony.

Please see addition of the BUILD Grant that was awarded to the city of Ridgefield.

Dear Councilors,

It is time for the Council to get serious about creating jobs and they need to start by development of the
Chelatchie Prairie Railroad. The City of Yacolt, community of Chelatchie Prairie, and all along the length of
the line, has the potential to provide thousands of jobs the entire length of the railroad. Clark County
Citizens United, Inc. urge the councilors to take advantage of this opportunity, before it is too late.
Ridgefield used a grant from the BUILD Grant to improve Pioneer Road, in 2019. Even though
there had been much public discussion over the commercial use of the railroad, no grants were
applied for by the county, for the railroad. That was a travesty. The rest of the county
population wants more that isolated projects in specific cities that only benefits that
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area. Taxpayers want meaningful use of grant funding that benefits all citizens throughout the

county.

Sincerely,

Carol Levanen, Exec. Secretary
Clark County Citizens United, Inc.
P.O.Box 2188

Battle Ground, Washington 98604

Pioneer Street Extension Project
Modal Administration

Urban/Rural
Project Name
Applicant
Round
Project Type

Project Description

Amount
Applicant State
Zip Code

Total Cost

Road

Rural

Pioneer Street Extension Project
City of Ridgefield

BUILD 2020

Capital

This project expands and extends Pioneer Street
approximately 400 feet east to a new roundabout and then
extend south approximately 1,100 feet to South 5th Avenue,
creating a major new arterial road connecting Interstate 5 to
the Ridgefield Junction area.

$5,812,000
Washington
58642
$7,012,000

U.S. Secretary of Transportation Pete Buttigieg
Announces Availability of $1 Billion to Modernize and
Create New American Infrastructure

WASHINGTON - The U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) today published a Notice of
Funding Opportunity (NOFO) to apply for $1 billion in Fiscal Year (FY) 2021 discretionary grant
funding through the Rebuilding American Infrastructure with Sustainability and Equity (RAISE)
grants. RAISE, formerly known as BUILD and TIGER, has awarded over $8.935 billion in grants to
projects in all 50 states, the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico since 2009.



“In communities across the country, there is tremendous need for transportation projects that
create high-quality jobs, improve safety, protect our environment, and generate equitable
economic opportunity for all Americans,” said U.S. Secretary of Transportation Pete Buttigieg.
“With RAISE grants, we are making those needed investments in our communities' future.”

Projects for RAISE funding will be evaluated based on merit criteria that include safety,
environmental sustainability, quality of life, economic competitiveness, state of good repair,
innovation, and partnership. Within these criteria, the Department will prioritize projects that
can demonstrate improvements to racial equity, reduce impacts of climate change and create
good-paying jobs.

For this round of RAISE grants, the maximum grant award is $25 million, and no more than $100
million can be awarded to a single State, as specified in the appropriations act. Up to $30
million will be awarded to planning grants, including at least $10 million to Areas of Persistent
Poverty.

To ensure that the benefits of infrastructure investments benefit communities large and small
the Department will award an equitable amount, not to exceed half of funding, to projects
located in urban and rural areas respectively.

The program is highly competitive with 680 projects funded out of over 9700 applications. Itis
one of the few DOT discretionary programs for which regional and local governments can
directly compete for multimodal transportation funding.

To provide technical assistance to prospective applicants, DOT is hosting a series of webinars
during the FY 2021 RAISE grant application process. To register for the webinars

visit www.transportation.gov/RAISEgrants/outreach. The deadline to submit an application is
July 12,2021 at 5pm Eastern.

Related Links

BUILD 2020 Awards
BUILD 2019 Awards
BUILD 2018 Awards
TIGER 2017 Awards
TIGER 2016 Awards
TIGER 2015 Awards
TIGER 2014 Awards
TIGER 2013 Awards
TIGER 2012 Awards
TIGER 2011 Awards
TIGER 2010 Capital Projects




TIGER 2010 Planning Projects

TIGER | Awards

Last updated: Tuesday, April 13,2021
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RAISE Grants

About RAISE
Awarded Projects
RAISE 2021

Grant Implementation

Related Documents

Past Application List (TIGER/BUILD)

Contact Us



Office of Infrastructure Finance and Innovation
Office of the Secretary of Transportation
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE

Washington, DC 20590

United States

Email: RAISEgrants@dot.gov

Phone: 202-366-0301

TTY / Assistive Device Number:
800-877-8339

Business Hours:

8:00am-5.00pm ET, M-F

Clark County Citizens United, Inc. P.O. Box 2188 Battle Ground, Washington 98604 E-Mail cccuinc@yahoo.com
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Rebecca Messinger
From: Kathleen Otto
Sent: Monday, June 28, 2021 7:41 AM
To: Rebecca Messinger; Tina Redline
Subject: FW: The Clark County Council must correct the greater problem
Attachments: R_W_ Thorpe Critique of Planning Assumptions.pdf; RuralUrban % Thorpe Report.pdf;

FACT SHEET 2017 Rural Urban Disparities.pdf

Kathleen Otto
County Manager

564-397-2458

From: Clark County Citizens United, Inc. <cccuinc@yahoo.com>

Sent: Saturday, June 26, 2021 12:59 PM

To: Eileen Quiring O'Brien <Eileen.QuiringOBrien@clark.wa.gov>; Gary Medvigy <Gary.Medvigy@clark.wa.gov>; Karen
Bowerman <Karen.Bowerman@clark.wa.gov>; Julie Olson <Julie.Olson2@clark.wa.gov>; Temple Lentz
<Temple.Lentz@clark.wa.gov>; Kathleen Otto <Kathleen.Otto@clark.wa.gov>

Subject: The Clark County Council must correct the greater problem

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Clark County. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe.

Clark County Council June 26, 2021
P.O. Box 5000,
Vancouver, Washington 98666

FOR THE PUBLIC RECORD
Dear Councilors,

In attempting to solve one problem, an even greater problem emerges. In researching data used as
the foundation to support Clark County's policy of the 90/10% urban/rural allocations, CCCU found
alarming differences in the county’s data and data contained in the U. S. Census. The County’s data
came from GIS. CCCU relied on data from the U.S. Census. One must understand the significance
of this discrepancy.



Data contained in R.W. Thorpe Report, Jan. 2016, Table 3: The Actual Urban/Rural Split for the
past 20 years says, Source: Clark County Assessor GIS records.

“The County relied on historical statistics, according to GIS, to justify a trend of 85/15 or 86/14, with a
goal of 90/10. Interestingly, the county only used data reflective of county GMA planning, 1995-
2014. Data was excluded that demonstrates the county’s rural percentages pre-GMA planning, that
data reflects the true “rural character”. Pre-GMA statistics show a higher rural percentage than post-
GMA statistics. In effect, the GIS statistics show a self-determined prophesy. One would expect fo
see a decrease in the rural population shift when GMA planning and new land use regulations were
institutionalized,. The impacts on rural families are clearly displayed.”

CCCU has four concerns:
1. Where did Clark County GIS obtain their statistics?
2. Why are the historical U.S. Census numbers different from the county’s rural numbers?

3. Why does the county restrict data to the GMA planning years, 1995-2015? This allows for a
biased view of history and shows a self-determined prophecy of how County GMA planning has
impacted the shift of rural families.

4. Was biased data intentionally used to justify policies that set the 90/10% population allocation?

According to Historical U. S. Census data, the rural population in 1950 was 45% of the overall county
population. Between 1950 - 1980, the rural population decreased and averaged 38.6% of the
population pre county GMA planning. By 1990, the county’s rural population declined further, 22.3%,
and continued the decline to 13.8% in 2010.

1950: 45%

1950-1980: average 38.6%

1990: 22.3%

2010: 13.8%

***This is a major population shift of 69.3% over 60 years.***

It's critical to recognize the pre-GMA rural populations, because it is precisely those historical families
that built the defining characteristics of Clark County’s rural character and culture. The correct
methodology should recognize this fact. When the County restricted the population data to the years
under County GMA planning from 1995-2014, a very different rural characterization emerges. This
different characterization undercounts the family displacements and downplays the urban shift that
was occurring. This mischaracterization paints the social disruptions as less life changing and
innocuous. In fact, County GMA planning and zoning regulations have been deliberately removing
rural generations of children from their homes, fragmenting young families away from their support
base and the rural lifestyle they are so accustomed to.

The rural population allocations, for planning purposes, shifted from 20% down to 10%, 2004. CCCU

believes this occurred because as rural lots were used up, the available lots had to change to justify

an allocation. This makes it appear that more than enough rural lots were available. In fact, the “cap
2



on rural growth” was using the lots up. The 10% of countywide growth was supposed to have been
allocated to the rural and resource areas regardless whether it fails to meet the demands to serve
future generations of native rural children. Statistics show the 10% allocation is not being met. All the
while, rural families keep growing. The housing needs of existing and future rural generations of rural
children are not being met. Those needs aren’t even being recognized in critical work for the
Buildable Land and Housing Reports. The rural housing needs fail to be recognized in any report or
any work associated with Clark County planning. What are the broad implications of the
inadequacies of this work?

Each subsequent Clark County Comprehensive Plan update obscures the ideals of County planning
and advances a particular agenda. Planning staff have written skewed reports that support
advancing a particular agenda. Curated data is used, and familial impacts fail analysis. The needs of
urban populations are repeatedly elevated above those of rural communities. This is not what GMA
law says. More importantly, the county’s work shows intentional bias and no evidence of therapeutic
work necessary to take on the directives of the Courts, and remedy Judge Poyfair and the Court of
Appeal’s court rulings that forbid putting a cap of rural growth.

If the housing needs of the rural communities are inadequate, the resulting impacts will be felt by the
urban populations and neighboring counties.

Clark County Citizens United’s Population Summary - Data Source: U. S. Census

Rural Total % Rural Rural/Urban
Population Population Population Split
1950: 38,230 --- 85,307 --- 45.0% ------ 45/55%
1960: -- 93,809 ---

1970: 46,106 --- 128,454 --- 35.9% --- 35.9/64.1%
1980: 49,650 --- 142,577 --- 34.8% --—- 34.8/65.2%

1990: 52,982: --- 238,053 - 22.3% --- 22.3/76.7%

2000: 60,631 --- 345,238 --- 17.6% --- 17.6/82.4%

2010: 58,566 --- 425,363 -- 13.8% --- 13.8/86.2%

Over 60 years, Clark County’s rural population went from a 45% share, down to 13.8%.

County GMA planning and the large lot zoning illegally added rocket fuel to change, intentionally
driving rural populations into urban areas. This is evident in the 20-year, 1990-2010 Census. This
has broad implications and has created destabilizing impacts on rural families and the urban housing
capacity. This has lingered as an unidentified planning failure. The impacts imposed on rural families
are tremendous, but continually go unrecognized in County planning. However, this major shift is
recoghized in the Washington State Department of Health, Office of Community Health
Systems Series on Rural-Urban Disparities. FACT SHEET, Feb. 2017;

DOH 346-090 (Revised February 2017)



2000 Pop. 2000-2010 2010 Pop. Chang
% Rural Pop. % Change Pop. % Rural Direction
Clark: 17.5% ----- 214 - 13.8% ---—---- More Urban

This planning failure is also recognized in the Clark County Community Needs Assessment Report,
2017; Pg. 8:

Rural and urban geography

Rural” encompasses all residents, housing and territory not included within an urban area. Using
these guidelines, the Wash.State Dept. of Health considers 13.7% of Clark County’s population to be
rural, as counted in the 2010 census. This marks a 21.4% decline in rural population since the 2000
census. These statistics are considered important enough to be recognized by the State Health
Department, and the Community Needs Assessment Report that is filed with HUD. Why are they not
recognized by GIS and County Planning?

These figures were used as the basis for a policy decision. Indicated in the Clark County R.W.
Thorpe Report of 2016;

Urban/Rural Population Split:

“The proposal is a 90/10 split. The actual urban/rural split has consistently been 86/14 for decades
and is a viable policy option. The 1994 approved plan used 80/20. A more moderate policy of
87.5/12.5 forecasts 16,656 new rural persons for this update.”

Findings: “The population growth split has historically averaged 89% urban and 11% rural for the
past 20 years. The 2004 and 2007 comprehensive plans have used the 90/10 growth projection
which is accurate.”

CCCU notes: The population split has not historically been 89/11 and is confined to county
data. For the years from 2004 to 2007, the county adjusted the population allocation because lots
were being used up in the rural areas, and the allocation numbers had to make sense.

Response:

While the overall population trend indicates an 86/14 urban rural split, the population growth has
actually increased at the 89/11 level, which means that the rural population is steadily decreasing in
terms of its annual growth percentage. Therefore, the county would actually need to accommodate
fewer future residents in rural areas. Thus, it appears that all four alternatives project significantly
more lots than what is needed to accommodate growth.

CCCU notes: As the lots were used up and costly regulations prevented development of others, a
decrease in growth occurred. The county should have provided for what has been historically needed
and used in the rural areas. But a no growth in rural areas agenda, created an environment that
allowed for a consideration of needing less. The lots that are claimed to be in excess, come from
county staff information and cannot be verified. Thorpe simply took their word for it.

Clark:



Clark County has historically used the 90/10 urban rural population growth split. These numbers
were used in the planning assumptions for the past two comprehensive plans (2004 and

2007). Using Table 3 from Exhibit A: Planning Assumptions Rev. v1.09, the actual total population
split between urban and rural can be calculated to determine growth percentages and determine the
accuracy of the 90/10 growth assumption.

Table 3: The Actual Urban/Rural split for the past 20 years
Countywide Rural Percent Rural  Urban /

Population  Population Population  Rural Split

1995: 279,522 - 43,254 -----n- Y3 f—— 84/16
1996: 293,182 - 44,882 - TG J— 85/15
2000: 346,435 - 51,182 -~ VX p— 85/15
2003; 375,394 --e- 54,146 ~<-e-memr 14.4 —mm 86/14
2010: 427,327 —-- 59,858 14.0 86/14
2014: 446,785 —-- 61,948 13.9 86/14

CCCU’s Summary: This chart shows far greater numbers than 90/10. The county should have used
these calculations, instead of a false allocation that would not meet expected growth in the rural
area. But the intent was to allow no growth in those areas, therefore a lesser number was used to
force that reduction, until all lots were gone. As a point of comparison, the data from the US Census
shows rural Clark County is more populated in the 1990 (52,982) and 2000 (60,631) Census, than
demonstrated by County GIS. The U.S. Census rural population percentage shares are also larger
than GIS, 22.3 and 17.6. GIS in showing an undercount of rural populations.

Clearly there is an ethical and legal problem with what Clark County planning has done to the rural
areas, under the GMA. None of these actions are required in the law. County policy makers have
discretion over what population allocation is intended for the rural areas. No formula is needed and is
not required in the GMA, in fact such a formula was deemed illegal by the courts. The logical action
would have been to simply allow the same growth in the rural area that has been historically
occurring. This was a common theme in the majority of Washington County’s, planning under GMA.

It is time for the Clark County Council to correct all of these mistakes, and the VBLM needs to be
corrected. Rural areas must be given real population allotments according to historical data, based
on the true rural character, not one envisioned by the planners.

Sincerely,

Susan Rasmussen, President

Clark County Citizens United, Inc.
P.O. Box 2188
Battle Ground, Washington 98604
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Rebecca Messinaer

From: Kathleen Otto

Sent: Monday, June 28, 2021 7:41 AM

To: Rebecca Messinger; Tina Redline

Subject: FW: The Clark County Council must correct the greater problem

Attachments: R_W_ Thorpe Critique of Planning Assumptions.pdf; RuralUrban % Thorpe Report.pdf;

FACT SHEET 2017 Rural Urban Disparities.pdf

Kathleen Otto
County Manager

564-397-2458
o O

From: Clark County Citizens United, Inc. <cccuinc@yahoo.com>

Sent: Saturday, June 26, 2021 12:59 PM

To: Eileen Quiring O'Brien <Eileen.QuiringOBrien@clark.wa.gov>; Gary Medvigy <Gary.Medvigy@clark.wa.gov>; Karen
Bowerman <Karen.Bowerman@clark.wa.gov>; Julie Olson <Julie.Olson2@clark.wa.gov>; Temple Lentz
<Temple.Lentz@clark.wa.gov>; Kathleen Otto <Kathleen.Otto@clark.wa.gov>

Subject: The Clark County Council must correct the greater problem

CAt This email originated from outside of Clark County. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe.

Clark County Council June 26, 2021
P.O. Box 5000,
Vancouver, Washington 98666

FOR THE PUBLIC RECORD
Dear Councilors,

In attempting to solve one problem, an even greater problem emerges. In researching data used as
the foundation to support Clark County’s policy of the 90/10% urban/rural allocations, CCCU found
alarming differences in the county’s data and data contained in the U. S. Census. The County’s data
came from GIS. CCCU relied on data from the U.S. Census. One must understand the significance
of this discrepancy.



Data contained in R.W. Thorpe Report, Jan. 2016, Table 3: The Actual Urban/Rural Split for the
past 20 years says, Source: Clark County Assessor GIS records.

“The County relied on historical statistics, according to GIS, to justify a trend of 85/15 or 86/14, with a
goal of 90/10. Interestingly, the county only used data reflective of county GMA planning, 1995-
2014. Data was excluded that demonstrates the county’s rural percentages pre-GMA planning, that
data reflects the true “rural character”, Pre-GMA statistics show a higher rural percentage than post-
GMA statistics. In effect, the GIS statistics show a self-determined prophesy. One would expect to
see a decrease in the rural population shift when GMA planning and new land use regulations were
institutionalized,. The impacts on rural families are clearly displayed.”

CCCU has four concerns:
1. Where did Clark County GIS obtain their statistics?
2. Why are the historical U.S. Census numbers different from the county’s rural numbers?

3. Why does the county restrict data to the GMA planning years, 1995-20157 This allows for a
biased view of history and shows a self-determined prophecy of how County GMA planning has
impacted the shift of rural families.

4. Was biased data intentionally used to justify policies that set the 90/10% population allocation?

According to Historical U. S. Census data, the rural population in 1950 was 45% of the overall county
population. Between 1950 - 1980, the rural population decreased and averaged 38.6% of the
population pre county GMA planning. By 1990, the county’s rural population declined further, 22.3%,
and continued the decline to 13.8% in 2010.

1950: 45%

1950-1980: average 38.6%

1990: 22.3%

2010: 13.8%

***This is a major population shift of 69.3% over 60 years.***

It's critical to recognize the pre-GMA rural populations, because it is precisely those historical families
that built the defining characteristics of Clark County’s rural character and culture. The correct
methodology should recognize this fact. When the County restricted the population data to the years
under County GMA planning from 1995-2014, a very different rural characterization emerges. This
different characterization undercounts the family displacements and downplays the urban shift that
was occurring. This mischaracterization paints the social disruptions as less life changing and
innocuous. In fact, County GMA planning and zoning regulations have been deliberately removing
rural generations of children from their homes, fragmenting young families away from their support
base and the rural lifestyle they are so accustomed to.

The rural population allocations, for planning purposes, shifted from 20% down to 10%, 2004. CCCU

believes this occurred because as rural lots were used up, the available lots had to change to justify

an allocation. This makes it appear that more than enough rural lots were available. In fact, the “cap
2



on rural growth” was using the lots up. The 10% of countywide growth was supposed to have been
allocated to the rural and resource areas regardless whether it fails to meet the demands to serve
future generations of native rural children. Statistics show the 10% allocation is not being met. All the
while, rural families keep growing. The housing needs of existing and future rural generations of rural
children are not being met. Those needs aren’t even being recognized in critical work for the
Buildable Land and Housing Reports. The rural housing needs fail to be recognized in any report or
any work associated with Clark County planning. What are the broad implications of the
inadequacies of this work?

Each subsequent Clark County Comprehensive Plan update obscures the ideals of County planning
and advances a particular agenda. Planning staff have written skewed reports that support
advancing a particular agenda. Curated data is used, and familial impacts fail analysis. The needs of
urban populations are repeatedly elevated above those of rural communities. This is not what GMA
law says. More importantly, the county’s work shows intentional bias and no evidence of therapeutic
work necessary to take on the directives of the Courts, and remedy Judge Poyfair and the Court of
Appeal’s court rulings that forbid putting a cap of rural growth.

If the housing needs of the rural communities are inadequate, the resulting impacts will be felt by the
urban populations and neighboring counties.

Clark County Citizens United’s Population Summary - Data Source: U. S. Census

Rural Total % Rural Rural/Urban
Population Population Population Split
1950: 38,230 --- 85,307 - 45.0% =------ 45/55%
1960: -- 93,809 ---

1970: 46,106 -—- 128,454 --- 35.9% -- 35.9/64.1%
1980: 49,650 --- 142,577 -- 34.8% -- 34.8/65.2%
1990: 52,982: --- 238,053 --- 22.3% -- 22.3/76.7%
2000: 60,631 --- 345,238 -- 17.6% - 17.6/82.4%
2010: 58,566 --- 425,363 --- 13.8% -- 13.8/86.2%

Over 60 years, Clark County’s rural population went from a 45% share, down to 13.8%.

County GMA planning and the large lot zoning illegally added rocket fuel to change, intentionally
driving rural populations into urban areas. This is evident in the 20-year, 1990-2010 Census. This
has broad implications and has created destabilizing impacts on rural families and the urban housing
capacity. This has lingered as an unidentified planning failure. The impacts imposed on rural families
are tremendous, but continually go unrecognized in County planning. However, this major shift is
recognized in the Washington State Department of Health, Office of Community Health
Systems Series on Rural-Urban Disparities. FACT SHEET, Feb. 2017:

DOH 346-090 (Revised February 2017)



2000 Pop. 2000-2010 2010 Pop. Chang
% Rural Pop. % Change Pop. % Rural Direction
Clark: 17.5% --—- -21.4  -———-- 13.8% -——-- More Urban

This planning failure is also recognized in the Clark County Community Needs Assessment Report,
2017; Pg. 8:

Rural and urban geography

Rural” encompasses all residents, housing and territory not included within an urban area. Using
these guidelines, the Wash.State Dept. of Health considers 13.7% of Clark County’s population to be
rural, as counted in the 2010 census. This marks a 21.4% decline in rural population since the 2000
census. These statistics are considered important enough to be recognized by the State Health
Department, and the Community Needs Assessment Report that is filed with HUD. Why are they not
recognized by GIS and County Planning?

These figures were used as the basis for a policy decision. Indicated in the Clark County R.W.
Thorpe Report of 2016;

Urban/Rural Population Split:

“The proposal is a 90/10 split. The actual urban/rural split has consistently been 86/14 for decades
and is a viable policy option. The 1994 approved plan used 80/20. A more moderate policy of
87.5/12.5 forecasts 16,656 new rural persons for this update.”

Findings: “The population growth split has historically averaged 89% urban and 11% rural for the
past 20 years. The 2004 and 2007 comprehensive plans have used the 90/10 growth projection
which is accurate.”

CCCU notes: The population split has not historically been 89/11 and is confined to county
data. For the years from 2004 to 2007, the county adjusted the population allocation because lots
were being used up in the rural areas, and the allocation numbers had to make sense.

Response:

While the overall population trend indicates an 86/14 urban rural split, the population growth has
actually increased at the 89/11 level, which means that the rural population is steadily decreasing in
terms of its annual growth percentage. Therefore, the county would actually need to accommodate
fewer future residents in rural areas. Thus, it appears that all four alternatives project significantly
more lots than what is needed to accommodate growth.

CCCU notes: As the lots were used up and costly regulations prevented development of others, a
decrease in growth occurred. The county should have provided for what has been historically needed
and used in the rural areas. But a no growth in rural areas agenda, created an environment that
allowed for a consideration of needing less. The lots that are claimed to be in excess, come from
county staff information and cannot be verified. Thorpe simply took their word for it.

Clark:



Clark County has historically used the 90/10 urban rural population growth split. These numbers
were used in the planning assumptions for the past two comprehensive plans (2004 and

2007). Using Table 3 from Exhibit A: Planning Assumptions Rev. v1.09, the actual total population
split between urban and rural can be calculated to determine growth percentages and determine the
accuracy of the 90/10 growth assumption.

Table 3: The Actual Urban/Rural split for the past 20 years
Countywide Rural Percent Rural  Urban /

Population  Population Population  Rural Split

1995: 279,522 ----- 43,254 ----—--- 15.5 ----meoem- 84/16
1996: 293,182 --—-- 44,882 --------- 16.3 --e-eeeem- 85/16
2000: 346,435 -—- 51,182 -——--—-- 14.8 ———--- 85/15
2003: 375,394 --—-- 54,146 ---------- 14.4 -=-m--- 86/14
2010: 427,327 ----- 59,858 14.0 86/14
2014: 446,785 ----- 61,948 13.9 86/14

CCCU’s Summary: This chart shows far greater numbers than 90/10. The county should have used
these calculations, instead of a false allocation that would not meet expected growth in the rural
area. But the intent was to allow no growth in those areas, therefore a lesser number was used to
force that reduction, until all lots were gone. As a point of comparison, the data from the US Census
shows rural Clark County is more populated in the 1990 (52,982) and 2000 (60,631) Census, than
demonstrated by County GIS. The U.S. Census rural population percentage shares are also larger
than GIS, 22.3 and 17.6. GIS in showing an undercount of rural populations.

Clearly there is an ethical and legal problem with what Clark County planning has done to the rural
areas, under the GMA. None of these actions are required in the law. County policy makers have
discretion over what population allocation is intended for the rural areas. No formula is needed and is
not required in the GMA, in fact such a formula was deemed illegal by the courts. The logical action
would have been to simply allow the same growth in the rural area that has been historically
occurring. This was a common theme in the majority of Washington County’s, planning under GMA.

It is time for the Clark County Council to correct all of these mistakes, and the VBLM needs to be
corrected. Rural areas must be given real population allotments according to historical data, based
on the true rural character, not one envisioned by the planners.

Sincerely,

Susan Rasmussen, President

Clark County Citizens United, Inc.
P.O. Box 2188
Battle Ground, Washington 98604
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Oliver Orjiako, PhD January 11, 2016
Clark County

Community Planning

1300 Franklin St

Vancouver, WA 98666

RE: Working Draft — Findings — Land Use Assumptions
Mr. Orjiako,

Thank you for the opportunity to work with Clark County on the 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update
and the rural VBLM planning assumptions. We are grateful for the opportunity to provide insight
and an expert opinion to the county’s planning needs and we look forward to our continued
collaborative relationship.

Over the past several weeks we have worked relentlessly to determine the validity of the planning
assumptions for the rural VBLM. We recognize significant the effort put forth by the county staff,
County Councilors, and SEPA consultant firms in preparing the documents that were made
available throughout this process.

Attached is a working draft of the detailed findings from RW Thorpe & Associates, Inc. for each
planning assumption from Alternative 4.b. Additionally, we have included the legal opinion of
Richard Settle, attorney for Foster Pepper LLC on the use of SEPA addenda

We are available for the next 24 — 32 hours to provide additional assistance or make further
revisions to the draft document prior to your Wednesday Jan. 13 study session. For questions or

comments please reach us by phone at (206) 624-6239 or by email at rwta@rwta.com

R.W. Thorpe & Associates, Inc

Respectfully submitted,
Robert W. Thorpe, AICP Lee Michaelis, AICP
President Senior Planning Director

& 2737 78" Ave SE, Ste 100, Mercer Island WA 98040 | t: 206.624.6239 | e: rwta@rwta.com | w: www.rwta.com <
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GIS Rural Vacant Buildable Lands Model Assumptions

for Clark County 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update

Executive Summary:

Clark County and its Board of County Councilors are tasked with selecting a preferred alternative
whereby the County Comprehensive Plan Update is based on calculations and projections for future
planning and land use purposes. While it is important to determine land capacity in order to
accommodate future population growth, it is also important to keep within the guidelines of
Washington’s Growth Management Act (GMA). Washington State GMA requires a separate section
in the Comprehensive Plan for the rural area and indicates that urban and rural areas have different
development behaviors. Therefore, it can be reasonably assumed that applying urban area
assumptions to rural areas is invalid.

Research for this assumptions critique includes close and careful examination of Clark County’s Code
and development regulations as well as compliance with state regulations found in the Washington
Administrative Code (WAC) and the Revised Code of Washington (RCW). In addition to county and
state code, comparable county codes, comprehensive plans, and buildable lands reports were
examined for similar assumptions. Several considerations include; common place assumptions,
applicability to urban and rural land use, and planning commission recommendations.

Several comparable counties throughout the State of Washington were researched to determine what
reasonable planning assumptions are widely used. The chosen counties were King, Pierce, Thurston,
Spokane, and Whatcom Counties. These counties were selected because of their population,
geographic, and economic similarities to Clark County.

As part of the review of these assumptions, consideration was given to background data and
documents provided by Clark County. These documents, to our knowledge, are not adopted
regulations or policies, but assist in creating the assumptions used in the Rural Vacant Buildable Lands
Model.

Research of all documents referenced above concludes
Assumption Findings - Overview that two of the eight assumptions are valid, four
Valid: Assumptions 1 and 2 assumptions are invalid, and two assumptions are
Partially Valid: Assumption 5 and 8 partially valid. Assumptions one and two are overall
Invalid: Assumptions 3, 4, 6, and 7 valid. Assumptions three, four, six, and seven are

overall invalid. Assumption three is invalid as there is
not a way to determine on a case by case basis, which environmentally constrained lots will be able to
develop. Thus it is not possible to assume which lots from this group are reasonably probable to
develop, or not develop. Assumptions four, and seven are not valid as these assumptions were
previously applied to urban parcels and simply carried over to apply to rural parcels. Rural and urban
parcels develop at different rates and require additional analysis to determine appropriate percentage
deductions. Assumption five was found to be partially invalid since all legal nonconforming lots are
developable parcels. A new policy decision would need to be made and implementing regulations
put in place to determine which percentage is appropriate to apply to nonconforming lots.

Prepared by RW. Thorpe & Associates, Inc. January 11, 2016
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Assumption six is similar to assumption five, however the assumption is found to be invalid as it is
not specified if the assumption refers to legal or illegal non-conforming lots. If the assumption refers
to legal nonconforming lots than it is invalid as all legal nonconforming lots are eligible for
development. If the assumption refers to illegal nonconforming lots, the assumption is invalid because
illegal nonconforming lots are prohibited from development unless they are brought into compliance.
Finally, assumption eight is determined to be valid on its face, however, a zero percent deduction for
rural infrastructure is not reasonably probable and a percentage lower than 27.7% needs to be
calculated based on available data and applied as a deduction to the rural land capacity. The necessary
deduction should fall between 0% and 27.7%.

In addition to the eight assumptions consideration was also given to the average household size
(persons per household) and urban/rural population split. The average household size and population
split are two additional exploratory measures used to determine the validity of each assumption. The
use of the average household size ratio determines the necessary housing units needed for the
projected population growth over the next 20-year period. In conjunction with the average household
size, the urban/rural population split determined the projected population increase outside of the
urban growth areas (UGA).

Prepared by R.W. Thorpe & Associates, Inc. January 11, 2016
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Assumption 1:

Assumption: These rural VBLM assumptions should be used not to reflect what is possible, but to
reasonably plan what is likely. Parcels that cannot reasonably be expected to develop should not be
counted as likely to develop. Cluster development remainder parcels that are known to be prohibited
from further development should not be counted as parcels likely to develop.

R.W. Thorpe & Associates, Inc. Finding - VALID: State WACs, RCWs and GMA deem
remainder parcels as permanently protected undevelopable areas save for a few
exceptions so these areas should not be counted as likely to develop.

Effect: The validation of this assumption removes these parcels of land from the rural
available inventory for future development.

Response: Clark County allows for a reduction in remainder lot size through an application process
but this can only be done in limited cases under certain guidelines. The GMA guidelines stipulate that
following cluster development, there is no further division of parcels until the area is included within
the boundary of an urban area. Further, the remainder lots are considered permanently protected.
This is also the case according to state Code under the WACs and RCWs as well as under the King
Co. Comprehensive Plan

Clark Co. Code 40.210.020 D: Remainder parcels are defined as “the remainder parcel of the cluster
provision that contains the majority of the land within the development and is devoted to open space,
resource or other authorized use.” Only under limited situations is the remainder parcel allowed to
further develop.

Clark Co. Code Table 40.210.020-4: In the Rural Districts, at least sixty-five percent (65%) and up to
seventy-five percent (75%) of land subject to a cluster development shall be permanently protected as
a remainder parcel.

Clark Co. Code 40.210.020 C 2 a-d One can submit an application for a reduction in remainder lot size.
“Remainder lots cannot be further subdivided below 70% of the total developable area of the original
parent parcel constituting the cluster subdivision” or “reduced by a total of more than one acre.”
Therefore, in limited cases, remainder parcels can be further subdivided and developed provided it is
not more than one acre.

Clark Co. Code 40.210.020 D Beyond an application for a reduction in remainder lot size though, the
remainder parcel must be devoted to “open space, resource or other authorized use.” According to
40.210.020 D3c2a “the remainder parcel can only be used as open space or for agricultural or forestry
uses.

WAC: Rural Element WAC 365-196-425: 5(b) Rural clusters. One common form of innovative zoning
technique is the rural cluster. A rural cluster can create smaller individual lots than would normally
be allowed in exchange for open space that preserves a significant portion of the original parcel. WAC
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365-196-425: 5(b) (I) when calculating the density of development for zoning purposes, counties
should calculate density based on the number of dwelling units over the entire development parcel,
rather than the size of the individual lots created. WAC 365-196-425: 5(b) (ii) the open space portion
of the original parcel should be held by an easement, parcel or tract for open space or resource use.
This should be held in perpetuity, without an expiration date. WAC 365-196-425: 6(a)(i) (6) Limited
areas of more intense rural development. The act allows counties to plan for isolated pockets of more
intense development in the rural area. These are referred to in the act as limited areas of more intense
rural development or LAMIRDs. (a) LAMIRD:s serve the following purposes: (i) to recognize existing
areas of more intense rural development and to minimize and contain these areas to prevent low
density sprawl

Whatcom: Whatcom County Code states that “20.32.315 Reserve area.

(1) An easement on the subdivision plat shall establish a reserve area per the definition in
WCC 20.97.344 that is protected in perpetuity so long as it is not within an urban growth area. The
minimum percentage of the parent parcel required to be within a reserve area is shown in
WCC 20.32.253. (2) A reserve area may contain infrastructure necessary for the subdivision, including
but not limited to underground utilities, storm-water ponds, and on-site septic system components,
and, in reserve areas designated for agriculture, structures used for on-site agricultural uses permitted
in WCC 20.32.054. Above-ground hard surface infrastructure such as roads and water tanks may be
included in a reserve tract, but the area they occupy shall not be included in the reserve area
percentage required in WCC 20.32.253. (Ord. 2013-028 § 2 Exh. B, 2013).”

Pierce: Pierce Co. Code 19.30.040 B calls for reduction of undeveloped land into sprawling, low-
density development giving support to the permanence of remainder lands on cluster developments
not being developed in the future. According to 19A.40.020 D discusses the clustering development
in rural areas as a means to preserve and encourage buffers and open space.

Spokane: According to a 2009 report to the Spokane Planning Commission in 2002, Spokane County
adopted rural residential clustering provisions stipulating, open space set aside as a result of rural
clustering is intended to be used for “small scale agriculture, forestry, habitat or future urbanization.”
Additionally, it notes that “In some cases, the open space/remainder parcel may include a single
residential use.” Therefore, this counters most other county and state code which seems to deem all
remainder parcels as permanently protected. This document also notes in the Topic 4 section that in
for parcels that are “encumbered with wetlands, steep slopes or other physical conditions” that stifle
development potential, code can be revised to allow the number of building sites to be increased
through an allowance of smaller lots clustered together in the remaining buildable land.

Thurston: According to Thurston County Development Code “(c)lustering of residences is
encouraged, in conformance with chapter 20.30A, Planned Rural Residential Development, except
that such residential lots shall be a minimum of one acre in size and no larger than five acres.” Rural
development clustering requires that an owner of a rural lot set aside the remainder of the parcel as a
resource lot. This lot would no longer be developable until such time as it is annexed by a city or
brought to within the UGA.
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King: King Co. Comprehensive R-334 C: “Clustered development is offset with a permanent resource
land tract preserved for forestry or agriculture” and “under no circumstances shall the tract be
reserved for future development”

King: King Co. Comprehensive Plan R-318: The permanence of preservation tracts is also consistent
with land developed within Rural Forest Focus Areas which stipulates that they shall be no more
than one dwelling unit per 20 acres and the preservation tract is deemed as “permanent.”
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Assumption 2:

Assumption: Parcels located in areas far from any infrastructure with long term commercial forestry
operations likely to continue should not be counted as likely to develop. These assumptions are not
used to authorize or to prohibit the development of individual parcels. Rather, these assumptions,
should only be used for tallying parcel totals for general planning information

R.W. Thorpe & Associates, Inc. Finding - VALID: Though some development may
happen in limited cases, lands that are deemed to have long term commercial forestry
operations should not count as likely to develop.

Effect: The validation of this assumption removes these parcels of land from the rural
available lands inventory for future development beyond what the Resource Districts
allow as permitted uses.

Response: It is difficult to accurately determine active forest lands vs. land designated as forest land
but likely to be developed as it may be in transition or in the process of being re-designated so as to
be developed. While it is possible that removing all forest lands from the “likely to develop” tally
may leave a portion of property that would actually be land that is likely to develop, these situations
appear to be limited and therefore not enough to deem overall as likely to develop. Further, if we are
to just included active forest lands deemed for long term commercial forestry operations, these lands
would have even more limited to non-existent development potential. Thus, in terms of forest lands
that actually have “long term commercial forestry operations” these lands as stated in the assumption
should be excluded from land that is likely to be developed.

Clark: Clark Co. Code 40.210.010 B includes several uses that are allowed outright without review.
These uses include new development or structures on large parcels. However, other uses may be
allowed with review. Therefore, current Clark County code, doesn’t appear to allow significant
development on forest lands but might in limited cases with certain permits. These permitted cases
would not, however, be on forest lands with long term commercial operations.

Clark Co. Comprehensive Plan (Rural Lands) “Natural resource activities such as farming and
forestry are allowed and encouraged to occur as small scale activities in conjunction with the
residential uses in the area.” This implies that residential and forestry uses are meant to work and
grow together. According to 1.2.2, Land within the UGA shall not contain areas designated for long-
term agriculture or forestry resource use. Therefore, any forestry lands that fall within the UGA as
opposed to rural areas would be counted as “likely to develop.” As of 2007 there were 158,068 acres
of forest lands.

WAC: There are situations where a land owner can re-designate their forest land as a developable
parcel according to WAC 458-30-700. According to the WAC 458-40-540, the term “forest land” is
synonymous with timberland and means all land in any contiguous ownership of twenty or more
acres which is primarily devoted to commercial forestry.
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Whatcom: Whatcom County Code 20.43.650 sets a development standard for commercial forestry (CF)
districts which follows the guidelines of the general commercial (GC) district. This prohibits the
development of permanent residential units for single family purposes. It does however, allow for
semi-permanent residential units such as mobile homes.

Pierce: Pierce Co. Code 19A.40.030 B “Minimize conversion of agriculture and forestry land by
providing cluster development and buffer strips between these designated lands and residential
developments.” Implication from this is that that they do allow development on forest lands but in a
limited “cluster” style capacity. Also, this allowance for limited development would not include lands
deemed for long term commercial forestry operations.

Spokane: Spokane County Code Chapter 14.616 Resource Lands: The county code states that
residential development on these properties is discouraged. While it is not barred, it is discouraged
and it is unlikely that these parcels will develop while commercial forestry is still in operation for the
foreseeable future. Furthermore, a plot of land can be rezoned from forestry to another type of land
but one qualification that a landowner would need to prove is as follows; “The applicant must present
clear and convincing evidence that the property is not conducive to long-term commercial forestry
and does not substantially meet the forest lands designation criteria as adopted in the Comprehensive
Plan.” “The Forest Lands zone consists of higher elevation forests devoted to commercial wood
production. Non-resource-related uses are discouraged. Residential density is 1 unit per 20 acres in
order to minimize conflicts with forestry operations. Activities generally include the growing and
harvesting of timber, forest products and associated management activities, such as road and trail
construction, slash burning and thinning in accordance with the Washington State Forest Practices.”

King: King Co. Comprehensive Plan R-318: Land developed within Rural Forest Focus Areas shall
be no more than one dwelling unit per 20 acres and the preservation tract is deemed as “permanent.”
King Co. Comprehensive Plan R-202 Calls for the “integration of housing with traditional rural areas
such as forestry, farming and keeping of livestock...” However, consistent with what has been found
with other counties and state code any ability of further development on forest lands does not include
active forest lands.
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Assumption 3:

Assumption: Rural parcels that have less than 1 acre of environmentally unconstrained land sufficient
area for septic systems and well clearances should not be counted as likely to develop.

R.W. Thorpe & Associates, Inc. Finding - INVALID: In some cases, county health
regulations, state code, and recent technology make it permissible to develop
environmentally constrained lots of less than 1 acre of suitable land.

Effect: The finding of this assumption as valid includes environmentally constrained lots
in the rural available lands inventory.

Response: The ability to request waivers when property size is not adequate to host on-site septic
systems coupled with Large On-site Sewage Systems (LOSS) serving multiple residential units, make
these lots possible to develop. Waivers are considered on a site by site basis by state and county health
inspectors. There is not a way to provide a blanket approach that would be applicable to all parcels
of land. Furthermore, health inspectors can increase the necessary well and septic system set-backs
per (WAC 246-272A-0210) and (Clark County Code 24.17.120) as they see fit on a site by site basis.
This could potentially make lots which have more than 1 acre of environmentally unconstrained land
undevelopable and would need to be factored into the equation for this assumption.

Clark: The Clark County Code determines minimum lot sizes through two methods (Clark County
Code 24.17.230). Method one allows for the county health inspector to require a lot size larger than
the standard assumed 1 acre if it is determined that nitrogen is a concern either through planning
activities as described in Clark County Code 24.17.60 or another process. Clark County Code
24.17.120 dictates that only professional engineers, designers, and public health officials may perform
soil and site evaluations. Unless the health inspector determines the viability of each parcel of land
prior to the finalized comprehensive plan, it is not possible to determine what lots can, and cannot be
developed at this time. The Clark County 2015 Buildable Lands Report indicates that 43% of all
residential development occurred on environmentally constrained land, which means that there are a
considerable amount of actions that can make development on constrained land possible and also
likely.

WAC (246-272A-0210): The horizontal separation between an OSS dispersal component and an
individual water well, individual spring, or surface water that is not a public water source can be
reduced to a minimum of seventy-five feet, by the local health officer, and be described as a
conforming system upon signed approval by the health officer if the applicant demonstrates:

(a) Adequate protective site-specific conditions, such as physical settings with low hydro-geologic
susceptibility from contaminant infiltration. Examples of such conditions include evidence of
confining layers and/or aquitards separating potable water from the OSS treatment zone, excessive
depth to groundwater, down-gradient contaminant source, or outside the zone of influence; or

(b) Design and proper operation of an OSS system assuring enhanced treatment performance beyond
that accomplished by meeting the vertical separation and effluent distribution requirements described
in WAC 246-272A-0230 Table VI; or (c) Evidence of protective conditions involving both (a) and (b) of
this subsection.
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Whatcom: WCC 24.05.210 states that 5. Permit the installation of an OSS, where the minimum land
area requirements or lot sizes cannot be met, only when all of the following criteria are met: a) The lot
is registered as a legal lot of record created prior to the effective date of the ordinance codified in this
chapter; b)The lot is outside an area identified by the local plan developed under
WCC 24.05.050 where minimum land area has been listed as a design parameter necessary for public
health protection; and ¢) The proposed system meets all requirements of this chapter other than
minimum land area. Again permission to build an onsite sewer system in Whatcom County would be
determined on a site-by-site basis.

Thurston: Thurston County Code 24.50.060 explains that “The approval authority may authorize use
of additional area to the minimum extent necessary in a critical area buffer to accommodate an onsite
sewage disposal system or well, consistent with other requirements of this title, only if there is no
alternative. “This is a site-by-site approval based on planning recommendations and health inspector’s
approval.

King: KCC 21A.24.316 stipulates that development is prohibited “(o) n lots smaller than one acre, an
on-site septic system, unless: a. the system is approved by the Washington state Department of Health
and has been listed by the Washington State Department of Health as meeting treatment standard N
as provided in WAC chapter 426-172A%; or b. the Seattle-King County department of public health
determines that the systems required under subsection A.13.a. of this section will not function on the
site.” While this is similar to Assumption 3, the KCC states that this section pertains to the
development in areas which contain critical aquafers. No such designation was made about critical
aquafers in Assumption 3 and thus, the assumption is overly broad. When applying this KCC to
Assumption 3, King County makes a similar assumption based on prohibited develop, but as was
indicated in the above section, the State can approve development on a site-by-site basis.
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Assumption 4:

Assumption: History shows that about 30% of dividable parcels with homes and 10% of vacant
parcels do not develop further. So those deductions have been applied to urban planning totals for
years. These same deductions should be applied to rural planning totals as well.

R.W. Thorpe & Associates, Inc. Finding - INVALID: The 30% and 10% “Never to
Convert” assumption would not be applicable to rural parcels as rural lands develop at
different rates when compared to those located within the UGA.

Effect: The finding of this assumption as invalid would include corresponding existing
parcels in the rural available land inventory.

Response: It would be inconsistent to treat urban areas the same as rural. Assuming that rural areas
will develop at the same rate as urban areas appears to be a false assumption. It is likely that rural
areas would develop at a much slower rate than urban areas, but again that depends on several factors.
The 30% “Never to Convert” assumption is suggested as a guideline in the Washington State Buildable
Land Program Guidelines from June 2000. Other counties throughout Washington have used this
calculation as well. However, it should be remembered that these calculations are pertaining to
properties with an existing residence that are located within the UGA. Since rural properties would
likely develop at a different rate, it is unlikely that this assumption would be applicable.

Clark: The Clark County VBLM assumes a 30% “Never to Convert” deduction for under-utilized lots
in urban areas. This conclusion was reached through research of recent historical trends. Using
building permit data, the county is able to track the percentage of lots that are developed or
redeveloped. The historical data did not, however extend to rural building permits, therefore, it is not
likely that one could assume the same “Never to Convert” percentage for urban and rural land since
their development patterns behave differently. Similar to the 30% factor considered for under-utilized
lots the Clark County VBLM assumes a 10% “Never to Convert” deduction for vacant lots in urban
areas. This conclusion was reached through research of recent historical trends. Using building permit
data, the county is able to track the percentage of lots that are developed or redeveloped. The historical
data did not, however extend to rural building permits, therefore, it is not likely that one could assume
the same “Never to Convert” percentage for urban and rural land since their development patterns
behave differently.

WAC: The Washington State Buildable Lands program introduced a book of guidelines in June 2000
which utilizes several methodologies for calculating buildable lands within a jurisdiction

RCW 36.70a.070 (5) (b) states that “Rural development. The rural element shall permit rural
development, forestry, and agriculture in rural areas. The rural element shall provide for a variety of
rural densities, uses, essential public facilities, and rural governmental services needed to serve the
permitted densities and uses. To achieve a variety of rural densities and uses, counties may provide
for clustering, density transfer, design guidelines, conservation easements, and other innovative
techniques that will accommodate appropriate rural densities and uses that are not characterized by
urban growth and that are consistent with rural character.” Applying the same assumptions used for
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urban land use would not be in compliance with the requirements by state code as these
assumptions are not consistent with rural character.

Whatcom: The Whatcom County Land Capacity Analysis explains a methodology for calculating
vacant and under-utilized lands throughout the county’s various UGAs. Again, there is not
precedent for calculating a percentage of vacant and under-developed land conversion outside of
the UGA. It can be assumed that vacant and underdeveloped parcels in the rural areas of the county
will develop at different levels.

Spokane: The Spokane County Regional Land Quantity analysis contains a methodology to measure
the quantity of land that is available for development with in the 20 projection used in the county
comprehensive plan. Page 7 of the 2011 report indicates that a 30% reduction was made to account for
lands that are not likely to develop over the 20-year time frame. The methodology was developed
through utilization of the step-by-step Land Quantity Analysis methodology developed by the
Washington State Department of Commerce.

Prepared by R.W. Thorpe & Associates, Inc. January 11, 2016



Critique of Planning Assumptions Page 12

Assumption 5:

Assumption: As long as county code allows, lots that are up to 10% smaller than the minimum lots
size should be considered as conforming lots and counted as parcels likely to develop.

R.W. Thorpe & Associates, Inc. Finding - PARTIALLY INVALID: All nonconforming
lots that are found to be legally created shall be considered likely to develop, not just
those that meet a lot area percentage threshold. One lot created through the subdivision,
short subdivision, or exempt subdivision process, may be considered conforming if it is
within 10 percent of the minimum lot area for the specific zoning district. However, not
all lots may utilize this provision.

Effect: The finding of this assumption as partially invalid means that any lot considered
to be legally nonconforming should be considered as a lot to be developed.

Response: Conforming and non-conforming lots are able to be developed based on input from the
public and planning department. The 10% smaller requirement only applies to lots created through
the subdivision process. There is currently no provision in the Clark County code that calls for
treating nonconforming lots that are up to 10% smaller than the minimum lot size to be considered
conforming.

Clark: Clark County code allows for non-conforming lots to be developed per (CCC 40.530.010). A
legal lot of record that was consistent with the zoning laws at the time of its creation, these lots are
eligible for building permits. Furthermore, an illegal nonconforming lot could be eligible for a building
permit, should it be brought into regulation prior to permit application. While this assumption maybe
accurate on its face, it would require an update of the Clark County code to allow lots up to 10%
smaller than the minimum to be considered a conforming lot if it was not created legally.

WAC: State law does not regulate nonconforming lots, therefore it is left to the local jurisdiction’s
discretion to determine if theses lots can be considered for development. Clark County does not
currently have a policy in-place that recognizes nonconforming lots which are up to 10% smaller than
minimum lot size. A new policy would need to be publicly reviewed and voted on by the County
Council before it can be included in the Comprehensive Plan.

Whatcom: 20.83.060 Lots of record. Except as modified by WCC 20.83.070, legal parcels or lots of
record that do not meet the minimum area or width requirements of the zone district may be
developed with permitted, accessory and conditional uses provided: (1) That all other district
standards are met; and (2) The lots or parcels were created pursuant to applicable state and local
subdivision regulations in place at the time of lot segregation. (Ord. 2000-013 § 1, 2000; Ord. 87-12,
1987; Ord. 87-11, 1987; Ord. 82-78, 1982).

Spokane: The Spokane County Comp. Plan RL.5.5 explains “Isolated non-residential uses in rural
areas, which are located outside of rural activity centers or limited development areas, may be
designated as conforming uses and allowed to expand or change use provided the uses were legally
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established on or before July 1, 1993, are consistent with rural character, and detrimental impacts to
the rural area will not be increased or intensified.” Lots which were established before July 1993 are
considered legal non-confirming lots and they are eligible for development and expansion.

Thurston: TCC 24.50.060 allows provisions for legally created nonconforming lots to be developed.
There are several stipulations that place restrictions on how much of the lot is eligible for
development, but it is still considered a legal lot and is likely to develop.

King: The King County 2014 BLR uses a methodology which incorporates “However, the analysis did
recognize that vacant parcels below the minimum lot size could be allowed one housing unit; on
parcels more than twice the minimum, the lot size factor was applied.
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Assumption 6:

Assumption: Due to some exceptions from the norm, 10% of nonconforming parcels with at least 1
acre of unconstrained area will likely develop.

R.W. Thorpe & Associates, Inc. Finding - INVALID: There is no public data that
supports this assumption. However, if historical data is consistent, the state code allows
for the county to make these decisions at their discretion. Although, this would likely not
be applicable to rural parcels, as rural and urban parcels develop at different rates.

Effect: The finding of this assumption as invalid would include corresponding properties
in the rural available lands inventory.

Response: In order for this assumption to be validated, it is necessary to provide some type of data in
support. First, a nonconforming lot is either a lot that does not conform to current zoning standards.
There are two different types of nonconforming lots. The first type is a legal nonconforming lot which
was a legal lot of record that was created prior the zoning change. So while the lot was incompliance
at the time is was created, it is no longer in compliance, but is still grandfathered in and considered
legal. An illegal nonconforming lot is a lot that was created after the current zoning was implemented
and is not in compliance with current zoning regulations. All legal nonconforming lots are able to be
developed provided they adhere to all other development regulations and standards, therefore it is
reasonable to assume this assumption is invalid if it is referring to legal- nonconforming. If the
assumption is in reference to illegal nonconforming lots, regardless of size, the assumption is likely
invalid as these lots are prohibited from development.

Clark: Clark County Code 40.530.010 describes two categories for nonconforming lost. Legal
nonconforming and illegal nonconforming. Since the assumption simply states “nonconforming” the
assumption is invalid. “C. Nonconforming Status. 1. Any lot, use, or structure which, in whole or
part, is not in conformance with current zoning requirements shall be considered as follows:

a. Legal Nonconforming. Lots, uses and structures legally created or established under prior zoning
and/or platting regulations. These lots, uses and structures may be maintained or altered subject to
provisions of this chapter. b. Illegal Nonconforming. Lots, uses and structures which were not in
conformance with applicable zoning and/or platting regulations at the time of creation or
establishment. Illegal nonconforming lots, uses and structures shall be discontinued, terminated or
brought into compliance with current standards. 2. It shall be the burden of a property owner or
proponent to demonstrate the legal nonconformity of a lot, use, and structure.”

WAC: This is planning assumption is not based on historical data from Clark County, and there is
not an existing state code that requires or stipulates this assumption. . However, state code dictates
that planning assumptions for comprehensive plan updates are left to the discretion of the counties.
RCW 36.70a.070 (5) (b) states that “Rural development. The rural element shall permit rural
development, forestry, and agriculture in rural areas. The rural element shall provide for a variety of
rural densities, uses, essential public facilities, and rural governmental services needed to serve the
permitted densities and uses. To achieve a variety of rural densities and uses, counties may provide
for clustering, density transfer, design guidelines, conservation easements, and other innovative
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techniques that will accommodate appropriate rural densities and uses that are not characterized by
urban growth and that are consistent with rural character.” Applying the same assumptions used for
urban land use would not be in compliance with the requirements by state code as these
assumptions are not consistent with rural character.

Pierce: 20.65.005 Nonconforming lots. Except as otherwise required by law, a lot legally established
prior to the effective date of the ordinance codified in this title, which does not conform to the
minimum lot area, minimum lot width and/or minimum lot depth requirements of this title,
nevertheless may be developed subject to all other development standards, use restrictions and other
applicable requirements established by this title. For the purposes of this chapter, a lot shall include
at a minimum, all property having the same Pierce County assessor’s tax identification number. (Ord.
2529 §1,1997; Ord. 2181 § 1, 1988).

Thurston: TCC 24.50.060 allows provisions for legally created nonconforming lots to be developed.
There are several stipulations that place restrictions on how much of the lot is eligible for
development, but it is still considered a legal lot and is likely to develop.

Spokane: The Spokane County Comp. Plan RL.5.5 explains “Isolated non-residential uses in rural
areas, which are located outside of rural activity centers or limited development areas, may be
designated as conforming uses and allowed to expand or change use provided the uses were legally
established on or before July 1, 1993, are consistent with rural character, and detrimental impacts to
the rural area will not be increased or intensified.” Lots which were established before July 1993 are
considered legal non-confirming lots and they are eligible for development and expansion. There is
no provision for applying an assumption of 10% development from rural nonconforming lots.

Note: There is not a provision in county documents that states that a percentage of nonconforming
lots should be expected to develop. If the lot is legal nonconforming it should be counted in the land
inventory. If the lot is illegal nonconforming, it should not be considered conforming.
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Assumption 7:

Assumption: A 7.5% rural Market Factor should be used to provide a reasonable margin for the law
of supply and demand to comply with the GMA requirement to provide a sufficient supply and
achieve the affordable housing goal. Implementation of this rural Market Factor is accomplished by
deducting this percentage of parcels from the total available rural parcels. Note that this rural Market
Factor is half of the urban Market Factor of 15% in order to also satisfy the GMA goal of reducing low
density sprawl.

R.W. Thorpe & Associates, Inc. Findings - INVALID The Market Factor in the
Washington State code allows counties to use a “reasonable supply and demand factor
when sizing Urban Growth areas. This would not necessarily be applicable to rural
growth projections.

Effect: The findings of this assumption as invalid means that there will not be a 7.5%
deduction from available rural lands inventory.

Response: Market Factor as described in Washington State Code (RCW 36.70a.110) provides counties
the flexibility to use local supply and demand calculations when sizing urban growth areas. Since the
area in question is the calculation of available rural lots, which lay outside the UGA, this assumption
likely would not be valid. Furthermore, the 7.5% assumption as it applies to rural lands is not
consistent with previous urban assumptions as they are applied to rural development.

Clark: The Clark County comprehensive plan calls for County-wide Planning Policies state the
following; (3.0.1) “The county shall recognize existing development and provide lands, which allow
rural development in areas, which are developed or committed to development of a rural character.
Replicating actions reserved for urban land use would not reflect the rural character as outlined in the
County Comprehensive plan.”

WAC: Under RCW 36.70A.110 of the Washington State Code, each county is required to make
accommodations for affordable housing across all segments and sectors. RCW 36.70a.110 (2) states
that each urban growth area shall make planning determinations which include a reasonable land
market supply factor. In determining the market factor, RCW 36.70a.110 allows for jurisdictions to
include local circumstances and cities and counties have discretion to do so in their comprehensive
plans. Furthermore, RCW 36.70a.070 (5) (b) states that “Rural development. The rural element shall
permit rural development, forestry, and agriculture in rural areas. The rural element shall provide
for a variety of rural densities, uses, essential public facilities, and rural governmental services
needed to serve the permitted densities and uses. To achieve a variety of rural densities and uses,
counties may provide for clustering, density transfer, design guidelines, conservation easements,
and other innovative techniques that will accommodate appropriate rural densities and uses that are
not characterized by urban growth and that are consistent with rural character.” Applying the same
assumptions used for urban land use would not be in compliance with the requirements by state
code as these assumptions are likely not consistent with rural character.
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Whatcom: The Whatcom County comprehensive plan uses a final market factor deduction after all
other land use deductions are implemented. Page 7. Sec. 3.6 indicates that a 15% market factor
should be used for vacant, residential, commercial and industrial zones. While the Whatcom uses
the same deduction as Clark County, it should be considered that the market deduction is set for
parcels within the UGA, therefore it is likely that the rural parcels would need to calculate a
different percentage based on rural land use trends.

Pierce: As stipulated in policy 2.1.1, "urban growth areas must be of sufficient size to accommodate
only the urban growth projected to occur over the succeeding 20-year planning period.” This infers
that the urban growth area should not be over-sized. However, in determining the appropriate size of
the urban growth area, various components must be taken into account, such as critical areas, open
space, and a market safety factor, i.e.,, maintaining a supply of developable land sufficient to allow
market forces to operate.

Spokane: The Spokane County Regional Land Quantity Analysis uses market factor in its
methodology stating “Market Factor (MF): A land market supply factor used by each jurisdiction as a
cushion in determining how much land will be needed over the next twenty years. The concept tries
to balance the competing issues of contributing neither to sprawl nor to increased housing prices. It
recognizes that not all land designed for UGA uses can be expected to come on the market over the
twenty-year planning period. A market factor of up to 25% was recently determined by the Central
Puget Sound GMA Hearings Board (Kitsap County case) to be presumed reasonable. Any larger factor
would be Planning Technical Committee May 24, 2011 10 closely scrutinized by the Central Board.
While this case did not address market factors specific to cities it suggests that jurisdictions using
market factors in excess of 25% will need to document why the higher rate is appropriate. The
commercial land formula uses 25% or a 1.25 factor. Jurisdictions planning with a higher market factor
will need to demonstrate why a higher rate is more appropriate.”

Thurston: The Thurston County comprehensive plan accounts for the market factor as stipulated in
RCW 36.70a110. Thurston County uses the market factor only as it applies to UGAs. Additionally, the
Thurston County Buildable Lands Report from 2014 states that “The urban growth area may not
exceed the areas necessary to accommodate the growth management planning projections, plus a
reasonable land market supply factor, or market factor. In determining this market factor, counties
and cities may consider local circumstances. Cities and counties have discretion in their
comprehensive plans to make many choices about accommodating growth.”

King: According to the King County Buildable Lands report from 2002, King County includes a
market factor for different regions of the county. As stated in Chapter 1 page 17 Deduction of a
percentage of the remaining land assumed not to be available for development during the planning
period. In even the most urbanized settings, a portion of the net land supply will always be withheld
from development or redevelopment due to several factors. These factors include personal use,
investment or speculative holding, land banking for future business expansion, and other
considerations that serve to hold land off the market. This adjustment to the land supply is referred
to as a “market factor.” Consistent with LCTF recommendations, market factors ranged generally
from 5% to 20%, with re-developable land discounted more heavily than vacant land. Variations
within and outside of the recommended range reflect local land ownership and market conditions, as
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well as knowledge about proposed projects. Furthermore, page 26 explains “There is no certainty that
the remaining land will, in fact, be developed, but it has the potential to be developed if demand is
sufficient. Market factors vary by jurisdictions within a range, based on countywide guidelines. Using
the guidelines, each jurisdiction determined appropriate market factors for their city, often on a zone
by zone basis. This meant that market factor determinations were based on local knowledge of an
area’s marketability.” The King County Draft Comprehensive plan explains “The Rural Area cannot
be a significant source of affordable housing for King County residents, but it will contain diverse
housing opportunities through a mix of large lots, clustering, existing smaller lots and higher densities
in Cities in the Rural Area and Rural Towns, as services permit.” (pg. 3-17). While some affordable
housing in the rural areas is required by the GMA, it is not at a significant level in areas with higher
urban densities, additionally, the market factor was not used in these calculations.
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Assumption 8:

Assumption: The adopted VBLM used for urban areas includes a 27.7% infrastructure deduction for
urban parcels for roads and storm water. Because rural parcels are much larger than urban parcels,
no infrastructure the rural infrastructure deduction is assumed to be small. No deduction shall be
used for rural parcels for any infrastructure such as roads, storm water, parks, schools, fire stations,
conservation areas, lakes, streams, protected buffers, Etc.

R.W. Thorpe & Associates, Inc. Finding — PARTIALLY INVALID: The population
density of the rural areas lends to a reduction of necessary services in the rural areas.
Thus, the 27.7% infrastructure reduction would be significantly larger than what is
actually necessary. Therefore, this assumption on its face is likely true, however, a zero
deduction would likely be false as some land area is necessary for infrastructure to
support future development.

Effect: The finding of this assumption as partially valid means that more research into
rural land infrastructure reductions is needed. The county will need to determine an
infrastructure reduction percentage between 0% and 27.7% that is representative of rural
developmental patterns. The calculated percentage will then be deducted from the rural
available lands inventory.

Response: In assumptions 5, 6, and 7 it is suggested that urban assumptions should apply to rural
areas, however assumption 8 indicates that the same assumption for an urban area should not apply
to a rural area. This is inconsistent and there is no explanation for this inconsistency.

Clark: The Clark County VBLM uses the 27.7% infrastructure reduction to apply to vacant and under-
utilized lots within the UGA. While this it is likely a correct assumption that rural development would
require a significantly smaller percentage for infrastructure purposes, a zero deduction is also not
reasonable.

WAC: Again, as previously state under assumption 7, RCW 36.70a.070(5)(b) states that “(rjural
development. The rural element shall permit rural development, forestry, and agriculture in rural
areas. The rural element shall provide for a variety of rural densities, uses, essential public facilities,
and rural governmental services needed to serve the permitted densities and uses. To achieve a
variety of rural densities and uses, counties may provide for clustering, density transfer, design
guidelines, conservation easements, and other innovative techniques that will accommodate
appropriate rural densities and uses that are not characterized by urban growth and that are
consistent with rural character.” Although the urban and rural areas should be treated differently, as
stated in previous assumptions, this assumption can be considered true as it would be a
conservative estimate since the necessary infrastructure in the rural areas would be limited and not
necessarily need the 27.7% deduction.

Whatcom: The Whatcom County Land Capacity Analysis uses an infrastructure reduction to
determine future land capacity. The percentage of deduction used is based on recent development
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trends in similar areas. Looking at the data from recent rural development trends the county surmises
what percent reduction is appropriate. The 2014 Whatcom County Comprehensive plan states
“Development in rural areas should not receive urban levels of service except where necessary to
protect public health, safety, and the environment. Services should be coordinated to ensure that rural
areas receive appropriate services including law enforcement protection, fire protection, and
emergency services.” (Ch. 2 pg. 72). This indicates that at least some percentage of land should account
for infrastructure buildout.

Note: It appears that no other counties have a specific framework for calculating the necessary
infrastructure deductions for rural areas, however, according to Whatcom County there is a need to
ensure that there is at least some deduction for rural infrastructure needs.
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Urban/Rural Population Split:

Historical basis of 20-year trend indicates an 85/15 or 86/14 split. The proposal is a 90/10 split.

The actual urban/rural split has consistently been 86/14 for decades and is a viable policy option. The
1994 approved plan used 80/20. A more moderate policy of 87.5/12.5 forecasts 16,656 new rural
persons for this plan update.

Findings: The population growth split has historically averaged 89% urban and 11%
rural for the past 20 years. The 2004 and 2007 comprehensive plans have used the 90/10
growth projection which is accurate.

Response: While the overall population trend indicates an 86/14 urban rural split, the population
growth has actually increased at the 89/11 level, which means that the rural population is steadily
decreasing in terms of its annual growth percentage. Therefore, the county would actually need to
accommodate fewer future residents in rural areas. Thus, it appears that all four alternatives project
significantly more lots than what is needed to accommodate growth.

Clark: Clark County has historically used the 90/10 urban rural population growth split. These
numbers were used in the planning assumptions for the past two comprehensive plans (2004 and
2007). Using Table 3 from Exhibit A: Planning Assumptions Rev. v1.09, the actual total population
split between urban and rural can be calculated to determine growth percentages and determine the
accuracy of the 90/10 growth assumption. (Total pop. yr. 2 — total pop. yr. 1) = total increase. (Rural
pop. yr. 2 —rural pop. yr. 1 =total rural pop. increase). (Rural increase/total increase = rural growth %.

Table 3: The Actual Urban / Rural split for the past 20 years

County- Percent Urban /
. Rural
Year wide . Rural Rural
. | Population . .

Population Population Split
1995 | 279,522 43,254 15.5 84/16
1996 | 293,182 44,882 15.3 85/15
1997 | 305,287 46,409 15.2 85/15
1998 | 319,233 48,104 15.1 85/15
1999 | 330,800 49,429 14.9 85/15
2000 | 346,435 51,182 14.8 85/15
2001 | 354,870 52,002 14.7 85/15
2002 | 369,360 53,548 14.5 85/15
2003 | 375,394 54,146 144 86/14
2004 | 384,713 54,869 14.3 86/14
2005 | 395,780 56,009 14.2 86/14
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2006 | 406,124 57,551 14.2 86/14
2007 | 414,743 58,608 14.1 86/14
2008 | 419,483 59,042 14.1 86/14
2009 | 424,406 59,623 14.0 86/14
2010 | 427,327 59,858 14.0 86/14
2011 | 432,109 60,544 14.0 86/14
2012 | 435,048 60,845 14.0 86/14
2013 | 443,277 61,489 13.9 86/14
2014 | 446,785 61,948 13.9 86/14

Source: Clark County Assessor GIS records

WAC: Growth trends vary throughout the State of Washington and therefore there is no specific state
code governing how counties project their growth across a 20 year planning cycle. However, the state
code does allow local city and county jurisdictions the autonomy to make planning decisions based
on local circumstances.

Whatcom: According to US Census data, the Whatcom County urban/rural split is 76/24. Whatcom
County used the actually population split to calculate the county-wide planning assumptions for the
comprehensive plan update. This works for Whatcom County as the growth rate between urban and
rural areas is roughly the same at 78/22.

Spokane: According to the 2009 Spokane County Urban Growth area update, the urban/rural
population split projected for 2031 is a 75/25 split. This number is consistent with the county’s overall
population through the past decade. The county uses the projected growth numbers instead of the
actual population breakdown to determine planning needs. Spokane County’s actions are in line with
the use of the 90/10 split to evaluate Clark County.

Thurston: Thurston County BLR indicates an increasingly urban population trend. Currently 31% of
Thurston County’s population resides in rural areas. The population growth, however, is increasingly
urban. New growth in the county has developed at the 86/14 split recently. Projected population
growth in Thurston County is 13% rural and 87% urban. These trends are similar to Clark County and
in line with this assumption.

King: According to the King County BLR, the urban and rural population split is 92/8.
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Clark County average household size:

The Clark County comprehensive plan update was developed with the assumption that 2.66
individuals per household would remain consistent and thus require between 4,835 and 4,870 new
rural housing units to accommodate population growth over the next two decades ((129,556/2.66).10).

Findings: The projected population increase of 129,556 (Table S-1; Page S-2) over the next
20 years indicates that there is a need for 4,870 new residential units in the rural areas of
Clark County. Based on these projections, all four alternatives, detailed on Page 1-3 of
the Draft Supplemental EIS, which were considered exceed the number of units needed
to accommodate the growth.

Response: According to recent census data, after nearly 50 years of average household size decline,
the average person per household number in the US is on the rise. There is need to take these
calculations into consideration when determining the projected average household size over the next
20 years.

Clark: According to the US Census bureau the total estimated population for Clark County
Washington in 2014 was 438,272 and the total number of housing units were 169,520. The ratio
(438,272/169,520) is equal to 2.60 person’s per-household.

WAC: Washington State has an average household size of 2.54 which is below the national average of
261.

Whatcom: US Census data indicates that the average household size for Whatcom County is 2.50
which is below the state average or 2.54 and below the national average of 2.61.

Pierce: US Census data indicates that Pierce County has an average household size of 2.6 which is
equal to the national average of 2.61. The Pierce County BLR accounts for a smaller average household
size when calculating 20 year population projects and need for additional residential units. The
number is adjusted down from the 2000 census date to reflect a trend of decreasing household sizes.
Pierce County’s buildable lands model assumes an average household size of 2.8 pphh. The projected
number is used to build a cushion and to stay consistent with the national trend of an increase in
average pphh. The Pierce County buildable lands report does not use a total county wide pphh
calculation for its projections, but rather the ratio is broken down into local city jurisdictions.

Spokane: US Census data indicates that Spokane County has an average household size of 2.43 which
is below the national average of 2.61.

Thurston: US Census data indicates that Thurston County has an average household size of 2.5 which
is below the national average of 2.61.

King: US Census data indicates that King County has an average household size of 2.4 which is below
the national average of 2.61.
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Legal Opinion on the Use of SEPA Addenda

Addendum is defined as “an environmental document used to provide additional information or
analysis that does not substantially change the analysis of significant impacts and alternatives in the
existing environmental document. The term does not include supplemental EISs. An addendum may
be used at any time during the SEPA process.” WAC 197-11-706. So an addendum may be used any
time in the SEPA environmental review process in connection with any environmental document to
provide additional information that does not substantially change the document’s environmental
analysis. Id.; WAC 197-11-600(4)(c). See, for example, In re Jurisdiction of Examiner, 135 Wn.App.
312, 144 P.3d 345 (2006); Thornton Creek Legal Defense Fund v. City of Seattle, 113 Wn.App. 34,
52 P.3d 522 (2002).

Addenda may be used to serve many legitimate purposes, including corrections, clarifications, and
disclosure of modifications of proposals and new information that do not add environmentally
significant analysis. For example, the court of appeals has held that it was appropriate to use an
addendum to a FEIS to disclose modifications of a proposed marine barge-loading facility for a Maury
Island surface mining operation, including additional mitigation measures, and explain why a
supplemental environmental impact statement (SEIS) was not required because the modified proposal,
as mitigated, was unlikely to have significant adverse impacts beyond those identified in the
FEIS. Preserve Our Islands v. Shorelines Hearings Board, 133 Wn.App. 503, 512, 543 at notes 118-
120, 137 P.3d 31 (2006)

The procedures for issuance of addenda are in WAC 197-11-625: (1) An addendum shall clearly
identify the proposal for which it is written and the environmental document it adds to or modifies. (2)
An agency is not required to prepare a draft addendum. (3) An addendum for a DEIS shall be circulated
to recipients of the initial DEIS under WAC 197-11-425. (4) If an addendum to a final EIS is prepared
prior to any agency decision on a proposal, the addendum shall be circulated to the recipients of the
final EIS. (5) Agencies are encouraged to circulate addenda to interested persons. Unless otherwise
provided in the SEPA rules, however, agencies are not required to circulate an addendum.

All of the cited cases recognize that SEPA encourages the use of existing environmental documents,
along with addenda if appropriate, incorporation by reference, adoption, or SEIS, if necessary to
analyze significant adverse impacts. The courts have been deferential to the specific tools employed
by lead agencies, and even when the courts acknowledge that technical mistakes were made, have
upheld the agency where the mistakes were deemed “harmless error”.

Richard (Dick) L. Settle
Aftorney

FOSTER PEPPER PLLC

1111 Third Avenue, Suite 3400
Seattle, WA 98101-3299

Phone: 206-447-8980

Fax: 206-749-2011
settr@foster.com
www.foster.com
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UNDERLYING ASSUMPTIONS OF STUDY

This Study is constrained by the assumptions and limiting conditions contained
therein, including the understanding that the report is to be utilized by the client(s)
and their real estate agents to aid in the determination of the current status of the

property.
The office of R. W. Thorpe & Associates, Inc. does hereby certify that:

We have no present or contemplated future interest in the real estate that is the subject
of this Study.

We have no personal interest or bias concerning the subject matter of this Study.

To the best of our knowledge and belief, the statements of fact contained in this Study,
upon which analyses, opinions and conclusions expressed herein are true and correct.

This Study sets forth all the known limiting conditions affecting any analyses,
opinions and/or conclusions expressed.

With the exceptions of discussions with jurisdictional staff and other consultants
concerning methodology and preliminary analysis of data, no one other than the staff
of RW. Thorpe & Associates, Inc. prepared this Study or analyses, conclusions and
opinions concerning the subject matter set forth in this Study.

It is our opinion that this Study is based on information and data relevant to the date
of the Study. Although subsequent historical data exists, any other analysis at a later
date would require the updating of the Study to reflect current plans, policies, and
regulations.

New information provided after the completion of this Study may change the analysis
and the conclusions found in this report.

Please note that with ever-changing land use regulations to comply with Washington
GMA, information contained in this Study may need to be verified periodically.



Table 3: The Actual Urban / Rural split for the past 20 years

County- Percent Urban /
. Rural

Year wide Population Rural Rural

Population Population Split
1995 | 279,522 43,254 15.5 84/16
1996 | 293,182 44,882 15.3 85/15
1997 | 305,287 46,409 15.2 85/15
1998 | 319,233 48,104 15.1 85/15
1999 | 330,800 49,429 149 85/15
2000 | 346,435 51,182 14.8 85/15
2001 | 354,870 52,002 14.7 85/15
2002 | 369,360 53,548 14.5 85/15
2003 | 375,394 54,146 144 86/14
2004 384713 | 54869 | 143 | 86/14
12005 395780 | 56009 | 142 | 86/14
2006 | 406,124 | 57551 142 | B6f14
2007 | 414,743 58,608 14.1 86/14
2008 | 419483 59,042 14.1 86/14
2009 | 424,406 59,623 14.0 86/14
2010 | 427,327 59,858 14.0 86/14
2011 | 432,109 60,544 14.0 86/14
2012 | 435,048 60,845 14.0 86/14
2013 | 443,277 61,489 13.9 86/14
2014 | 446,785 61,248 13.9 86/14

Source: Clark County Assessor GIS records

—
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Percent Change of Population Distribution for Washington State and its Counties by percent

population rural

2000 2000 to 2010 2010 )
Geography Population % Population % Population % Popull)aitrlgélﬁgrl:ange

Rural Change Rural
‘Washington 18 -11.6 16 More Urban
Adams 52.1 -23 40.2 More Urban
Asotin 5.7 15.9 6.7 More Rural
Benton 12 -12.2 10.6 More Urban
Chelan 38 -28.3 27.2 More Urban
Clallam 47.6 -25.6 35.5 More Urban
Clark 17.5 -21.4 13.8 More Urban
Columbia 32.1 6.8 343 More Rural
Cowlitz 32.6 -12.2 28.7 More Urban
Douglas 30.6 -13.1 26.6 More Urban
Ferry 100 0 100 Same
Franklin 20 -334 13.3 More Urban
Garfield 100 0 100 Same
Grant 473 -18.1 38.7 More Urban
Grays Harbor 39.5 1.7 40.1 More Rural
Island 48 -2.2 46.9 More Urban
Jefferson 55.3 3.8 57.5 More Rural
King 3.7 -14.2 3.2 More Urban
Kitsap 19.8 -15.3 16.7 More Urban
Kittitas 40.8 -1.8 40.1 More Urban
Klickitat 58.5 2.8 60.2 More Rural
Lewis 64.3 -5.7 60.7 More Urban
Lincoln 100 0 100 Same
Mason 74.7 -14.7 63.7 More Urban
Okanogan 78.6 1.8 80 More Rural
Pacific 51.1 26.8 64.8 More Rural
Pend Oreille 100 -16.9 83.1 More Urban
Pierce 7.9 -16.5 6.6 More Urban
San Juan 100 0 100 Same
Skagit 329 -11.7 29 More Urban
Skamania 100 0 100 Same
Snohomish 11 -1.7 10.8 More Urban
Spokane 14.2 -3.5 13.7 More Urban
Stevens 79.1 0.2 79.2 Same
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Thurston 24.8 -154 21 More Urban

Wahkiakum 100 0 100 Same

Walla Walla 18.9 -9.5 17.1 More Urban

Whatcom 323 -19.9 259 More Urban

Whitman 32,6 -155 27.5 More Urban

Yakima 28.7 -18.1 23.5 More Urban
Note:

e TFigures are based on Census 2000 and Census 2010 SF 1, 100% Data
e To qualify as an urban area, the territory identified according to criteria must encompass at least 2,500 people, at
least 1,500 of which reside outside institutional group quarters.
e  The Census Bureau identifies two types of urban areas:
- Urbanized Areas (UAs) of 50,000 or more people;
- Urban Clusters (UCs) of at least 2,500 and less than 50,000 people.
s  “Rural” encompasses all population, housing, and territory not included within an urban area.
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